Abstract
INTRODUCTION
In a dynamic and pluralist world, both multicultural and intercultural (Hofstede, Hofstede & Minkov, 2012) , in which emancipation and acceptance, openness and globalization are the governing principles, the axiologic compass can easily become disturbed (Gardner, 2012; Gavreliuc, 2006) . As well as other institutions, school is itself dragged into this turmoil. Probably this is why we should raise the problem of values (respectively, a pedagogy of values) more thoroughly. One speaks louder and increasingly persuasive about skills and intercultural communication (Georgiu, 2010) , but little, and very little of the axiologic infrastructure of the world in which future generations will live. Maybe this is why it is necessary to deal -as quickly and as closely as possible -not only with the ability of teachers to train the professional skills of pupils, but also their axiologic landmarks, decisive as they are for influencing or shaping the beliefs, motivations, aspirations and life principles of their disciples. The study has sought to reveal the values of a group of secondary and uppersecondary education teachers who work in Prahova County (trained before and after 1990, the turning point in the political and legal system in Romania).
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
The current research investigated 55 teachers, with tenure in schools and high schools throughout Prahova County (both urban and rural areas), teaching humanities as well as exact sciences. Experimental batch structure was as follows: Research has been carried out from October 2012 to March 2013 and is qualitative. The research instrument was a questionnaire (which included questions with open answers and with the requirement, in some cases, to rank the options; for the first option 3 points were granted, the second was granted 2 points, and for the third was given 1 point). * The P1 group also rejects: opportunism (3 p.), discredit (3 p.); and P2 also listed: upstartism (3 p.), ambition (3 p.), theft (3 p.). 
DATA AND RESULTS

DISCUSSION, COMMENTS, INTERPRETATIONS
In connection with the values in which teachers most believe in (at least those participating in the investigation), we find that common options (P1+P2) are: love (for our fellow human beings), education and faith (in God). What distinguishes them is: P1, preferred: truth, honesty/ correctness, knowledge, honor, dedication, tolerance, and P2: sincerity, honesty, family, justice, common sense, freedom. Regarded closely, the data show that P2 insists on honesty, common sense and freedom. We consider interesting the relationship between freedom, on the one hand, and honesty and common sense, on the other hand (relationship which would be worth an extensive research in a further study).
Also, we notice that in P2 there is a significant inclination for family (which no longer exists in the P1 lot). It seems that the new teachers, being young and very young, are more preoccupied with this fundamental institution of our society.
Common values (P1 and P2) teachers least believe in are: lies, material values (money, the desire for riches), imposture and upstartism. What really makes the two categories of teachers stand apart are, on the one hand, P1: opportunism, disbelief; on the other hand, P2: lack of honesty, superficiality, self-centeredness and hypocrisy/duplicity.
Common values that most preoccupy our teachers-subjects when relating to their own person are: correctness (towards oneself), respect (towards oneself), honesty and seriousness. What really makes the two generations of subjects stand apart: P1, opted for faith, humanity, tolerance, dedication, courage, but P2 opted for: personal development (ongoing), a job well done, conscientiousness, dignity, freedom, inner peace (harmony). Therefore, we can easily find that those in the P2 group aim for personal development, jobs well done, freedom, inner harmony, while those in the P1 group make reference to courage. There are encouraging signs which can demonstrate that teachers not only have in view the state of acceptance, of adaptation, of compliance with the structures and existing social practices, but also focus on accountability, critical relating and actions with a view to optimizing the (cultural, scientific, institutional, etc.) world in which they live.
From the data obtained, we can see that there are no options related to: creativity, originality, elegance and refinement in behavior, self-initiative, self-criticism or self-love.
In relation to the value which most preoccupies teachers from the micro-research sample, when they refer to their own work, it seems that P1 and P2 share: correctness, (self) improvement, perseverance/ persistence, reliability and devotion. What sets them apart is, on the one hand, in the case of P1: usefulness/ effectiveness, moderation, responsibility, rigor, competitiveness, and on the other hand, in the case of P2: tolerance, selfexpression, conscientiousness, punctuality, ability to communicate, professionalism. As we can see, P1 did not invoke: ability to communicate, the ability of self-expression, elements which give color and force to the educational act. We can mention, however, the fact that the teachers we investigated have not explicitly formulated options such as: originality, creativity, enthusiasm, courage, differentiated/ individualized work, team work (in various projects, for instance), retaining significant aspects of their work with students and confrontation with specialized literature.
As options relating to the most important value for the activity of a (secondary education) teacher, we have found that, as common options (P1 and P2) the following have been selected: empathy, dedication, correctness towards students, as well as the respect for children and honesty. As differences we retain: in P1, love for children, patience, seriousness, students' success, skills, whereas in P2 we find: humanity, perseverance, conscientiousness, sensitivity, the ability to transmit knowledge, diplomacy, being good psychologists, usefulness and humanism. With all existing differences between the two generations of professionals, their options are very similar, which denotes a rather uniform design relating the activity and attitude of a teacher.
When they are asked to mention the most dangerous counter-values of contemporary world, the teacherssubjects have as common options (P1 and P2): lies, hypocrisy/ falsehood, material values (money), superficiality. What distinguishes them is, in the case of P1: pride/arrogance, thirst for power, and in the case of P2: secularization/ atheism, theft, hatred, indifference, selfishness. It is surprising, we think, that P2 (the young generation of teachers) brings up for discussion the trend of society secularization (as one of the most dangerous counter-values). Also, we cannot but notice that indifference of people is also mentioned.
When subjects-teachers are asked to choose the fundamental values which school should currently inculcate pupils, P1 and P2 agree when they considered that these are: respect (for themselves, for others, for culture), honor /correctness, truth, thirst for knowledge/ interest in knowledge, tolerance, curiosity (for knowledge) and education. On the other hand, differences emerge when: P1 further suggests: work, and P2: seriousness, responsibility, common sense, empathy. It is noted that, while P1 promotes the value called work, P2 promotes: responsibility, self-control and even creativity. Therefore, P2 no longer lists work -as an explicit option -, but there are elements pertaining to personal capitalization.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
We are dealing with a less investigated domain as of late, even if it is extremely important to know what values underlie teachers' character, options, and ideals. In this context, concerned as we are about the many, diverse and pressing issues of education and individual training, it is necessary not to sidestep concerns about knowing the values, beliefs, and life principles of (secondary and upper secondary education) teachers. These are the ones guiding, organizing and coordinating their relationship with themselves, with others (students, colleagues and/or parents/grandparents), with their work and with society as a whole. Given the existence of an agreement upon the system of values at common sense level, we consider appropriate to formulate an offer for a training program that clarifies and deepens the axiological dimension of vocational training. Depending on the requirements of pre-academic level teachers, we could propose topics such as: approaches of the concept of value; history of moral and aesthetic doctrines; effects of the market on the moral and aesthetic behavior of people; genuine and fake in contemporary world; effects of the digital world on the moral and aesthetic construction of young generations.
